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social problems and their solutions; anu—vo—pr~-—— 
social action in the spirit of Jesus. The Federation re- 
jects the method of the struggle for profit as the eco- 
nomic base for society and seeks to replace it with 
social-economic planning to develop a society without 
special class or group discriminations and privileges. 


WHY IRAN’ TOOK OVER THE OIL WELLS 


By Iranian Premier MOHAMMAD MOSSADEGH 


U. N.—Interfere or Liberate? 


If a State can bring before the Security Council a matter not 
within its competence, and the Council for political reasons must 
decide to take cognizance thereof, the Council will become an 
instrument of interference in the internal affairs of one country by 
another, lose the peoples’ confidence and fail in its duty as guardian 
of world peace. 

The Second World War changed the map of the world. In the 
neighborhood of my country, hundreds of millions of Asian people, 
after centuries of colonial exploitation, have now regained their 
independence and freedom. Iran demands just that right. 

Our country, with an area of 1,600,000 square kilometres, con- 
tains only 18,000,000 persons, who are victims of hardships with- 
out number, lack the bare necessities of existence. Their standard of 
living is one of the lowest in the world. 

Our greatest natural asset is oil. This should be the source of 
work and food for the population of Iran. Its exploitation should 
properly be our national industry, and the revenue from it improve 
our conditions of life. However, the petroleum industry has contri- 
buted practically nothing to the prosperity of the people or to the 
technical progress or industrial development of my country. Evi- 
dence is that, after fifty years of exploitation by a foreign company, 
we still have not enough Iranian technicians and must call in foreign 
experts. 

Instead of adopting an effective plan to reduce the foreign em- 
ployees and experts and to replace them by Iranian nationals, the 
Company has increased them from 1,800 in 1933 to 4,200 in 1948. 
No technical Iranian staff has-been trained; eighteen years after the 
concession directors of the former Company look with satisfaction 
at results of their sabotage of Iranian technical development. 


Profitable Oil—Impoverished People 
Although Iran produces considerable of the world’s petroleum 
and 315,000,000 tons during fifty years, its entire gain, according 
to the accounts of the former company, has been only 110,000,000 
pounds sterling. In 1948 the net revenue of the company amounted 
to 61,000,000 pounds sterling, but Iran received only 9,000,000 
pounds, though 28,000,000 pounds went into the United Kingdom 
treasury merely in profits tax. 2 
z The figures are from the actual balance sheets of the former 
_ Anglo-Iranian Oil Company—and you will be very surprised to 
__-Tearn that the company has not allowed the Iranian Government to 
examine or check its accounts during the last forty years. 
The population in the oil region of southern Iran and around 
Abadan, the largest oil refinery in the world, is suffering absolute 
misery without even the barest necessities. 


: 
é 
f Although the Company was explicitly bound to assure health — 


services and housing for the labourers, more than 80 per cent of 

the Iranian workers in the oil regions are without housing. They 

take refuge in hovels of old tents, mattings, and discarded tin cans 

which are quite well known by this time to all those who have 
visited that region. Houses in Abadan and the other oil centres 
were inhabited mostly by the British staff. : { 
If exploitation of our oil is to continue as in the past, if the 
Iranian is a mere manual worker in the oil fields of Masjid-Sulei- 
man, Agha Jari and Kermanshah and in the Abadan refineries, and 
if the foreign exploiters continue to take practically all the income, 
then our people will remain forever in poverty and misery. | 
_- These reasons prompted the Iranian Parliament, the Majlis and 
senate, to vote unanimously for nationalization of the oil industry 
shout the country. This expression of the unanimous desire of 
nian people is the subject of the complaint beforé the Council 
gland). ‘ fee ; 
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nal patrimony, to raise its stand- _ 


The Security Council's Incompetence 


The Security Council has not and cannot have competence to deal 
with this matter. The reason is simple. The oil resources of Iran, 
like its soil, rivers, mountains, are the property of the people of 
Iran. They alone have authority to decide what shall be done with 
it, by whom and how. They have never agreed to share that 
authority or to divide their ownership of all or part of that prop- 
erty or what it produces with anyone. They have not submitted and 
will not submit their authority in that regard or the exercise of it 
to review or judgment by any persons or body outside Iran. That 
ownership and authority are inalienable. They are part of the foun- 
dations on which stand our national sovereignty and our admitted 
equality among the other sovereign states of the community of 
nations. 

On March 20, 1951, the Iranian legislature unanimously enacted 
into law the principle that the exploitation of the national oil 
resources should be nationalized. On April 30, the legislature, again 
with a unanimous yote, passed a law to give practical application to 
the previous enactment. 


Iran's Considerate Moderation 


These laws were general in their terms and applied to the entire 
territory of Iran. They provided for indemnification and the pay- 
ment of just compensation to those whose operations would be 
affected. 

_ Twenty-five per cent of the earnings of the National Oil Com- 
pany, established pursuant to the law of April 30, should be set 
aside as security for the compensation payable to the former com- 
pany. The Government of Iran expressed willingness to take the 
value of the company’s shares prior to nationalization as the basis 
for determining the amount of compensation. Alternatively, we 
stated our readiness to use the same method as had been employed 
by other countries, including the United Kingdom, in connection 
with their schemes of nationalization. The choice between these 
alternatives we were willing to leave to the former company. As a 
final alternative, we offered to determine the amount of indemnif- 
_eation by mutual agreement with the former company after taking 
into account the claims against it of the Iranian Government. 


Who Killed the Egg-Laying Goose? 


Any suggestion that Iran’s exercise of its sovereign rights was 
hasty, arbitrary or injurious to others, can have no foundation in 
fact. The action of Iran was not motivated by blind emotion or by 
hatred or enmity to any government or nation. On the contrary, the 
legislation adopted and the steps taken afford abundant evidence of 
out disposition to co-operate and maintain friendly relations with 
the rest_of the world. It is not we who sought to commit economic 
suicide or to kill the goose that laid the golden eggs. 


The Right to Nationalize Inalienable 


The extraction, exploitation and utilization of the oil resources of 
Iran are peculiarly a matter of domestic concern. It is in the exer- 
cise of its indubitable rights of domestic jurisdiction that Iran has 
nationalized its oil industries and established them on a new foot- 
ing better adapted to the welfare of its people. In this it has done 
only what many other countries, for various reasons, have done at 
different times without challenge, and what is the unquestioned 
right as a matter of international law, of every sovereign nation in 
the world to do. The United Kingdom Government itself, to men- 
tion only one case, has nationalized the coal and steel industries of 
that country. No government or international organization chal- 


lenged that exercise of its right to dispose of its resources and, 


indeed, that right is beyond challenge. 


s 


Iran possesses the same unfettered right in that regard as every 
other country. We have concluded no agreements of any kind, 
whether by treaty, contract or otherwise, with other states, abridging 
that right. 

The devious arguments and legal subterfuges employed by the 
United Kingdom cannot conceal the lack of competence of the 
Security Council to act on its complaint. The reasons are the same 
which marked the United Kingdom Government’s conduct in this 
matter an unlawful interference in our internal affairs, and which 
rendered the International Court of Justice incompetent and _ its 
indication of provisional measures of July 5, 1951 invalid. 


The nationalization of a country’s basic industries is undoubtedly 
its sovereign right. In nationalizing the oil industry of Iran, we 
made use of that recognized right. No agreement or treaty exists 
with the United Kingdom Government limiting that right. 


The so-called concession agreement of 1933 has no bearing on 
the case at all. Not only is the United Kingdom Government not a 
party to it, but it gives that Government no rights whatever. More- 
over, aS an agreement with a private company it has no bearing on 
the high prerogatives of national sovereignty. 


Should Foreigners Get Special Privileges? 


That the imposed agreement of 1933 was with a foreign national 
does not alter the case. No evidence can show that international law 
puts aliens in a favored position over nationals of a country, which 
nationals are unquestionably subject to its general legislation. If 
governments have sovereignty in internal affairs only in respect of 
their own nationals but not in respect of foreigners who have the 
support of powerful governments, the latter would enjoy special 
rights and privileges incompatible with the equality of rights. Such 
a doctrine would subvert the law and could only ensue in a modern 
revival of the system of capitulory privileges. No independent State 
would willingly subject itself to such degradation and slavery. 


lran—A Threat to Peace? 


It hardly seems necessary to refute the United Kingdom’s asser- 
tion that international peace and security requires that the oil 
industry in Iran should continue to function under British manage- 
ment. If the implication. is that nationalization of our oil industry 
has endangered peace, it is not clear why the United Kingdom 
Government, which nationalized so many industries itself, should 
not be haled before the Security Council for having sapped the 
foundations of the pillars of peace. If that is not its implication, in 
what way does Iran threaten world peace? 


Ours is a country with 18,000,000 people, many in extreme 
poverty. Its budget is a tiny one of about $250,000,000. It has no 
potential for war, for it lacks heavy industry. Its army and air force 
are sufficient only for maintenance of internal order, while its naval 
forces are sufficient only to patrol its coasts. It argues a deficient 
sense of humor to suggest that a nation as weak and small as Iran 
can endanger world peace. The assertion’is strikingly reminiscent of 
the fable of the wolf and the lamb. Whatever danger to peace there 
may be lies in the actions of the United Kingdom Government. By 
overt display of force, it has sought to keep us from exercising our 
sovereign authority over our natural resources. It has made ominous 
gestures such as the dispatch of paratroops to nearby places and of 
vessels of war to the vicinity of our coastal waters. The irresponsible 
threats to land forces in Iran might have had the most disastrous 
consequences by lighting the flames of another world war. For 
those consequences, the United Kingdom Government would alone 
be responsible. Iran has stationed no gunboats in the Thames. 


Iran Study in Colonialism 


In the year 1907, when the great Powers were alreadv well on 
the road to the First World War, the United Kingdom concluded 
an agreement with Tsarist Russia for the division of Iran into two 
spheres of influence. The diplomatic knife cut Iran like a cake into 
a northern zone of Tsarist influence and a southern and eastern 
zone of British influence. The latter zone, which included the con- 
cessionary areas to which I will come in a moment, was the lion’s 
share of this division of the spoils. 


Russian Revolution—Effect on Iran 


Fortunately for Iran, the Tsarist regime did not survive the First 
World War. The great Russian Revolution took place. To the joy 
of the people of Iran, the Soviet Union, in accordance with the 
policy announced at its birth, concluded a treaty with the Iranian 
Government in 1921 nullifying all the Tsarist agreements with 


Iran, surrendering all concessions, abolishing the capitulations, and 


renouncing Tsarist rights under the 1907 agreement with the United 
Kingdom. 


British Record in Iran 


The United Kingdom was not equally generous. Having occupied 
Iran during the First World War, she took advantage of the disap- 
pearance of her former rival from the field to seek in 1919 to 
impose a virtual protectorate upon the people of Iran by treaty with 
a subservient government. 

Although its effort to establish a protectorate was frustrated by 
the resistance of the Iranian people, the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment did not desist from interference in our political affairs. In 
1921 a military coup d’état took place with British connivance. The 
result was the establishment of a dictatorial régime which the Brit- 
ish fostered fo&twenty years. For two long decades no constitutional 
régime existed in Iran. Freedom of speech and of the press, free- 
dom of worship and free elections vanished totally. It was the dicta- 
torship so established which made possible the iniquitous agreement 
imposed on the Iranian people in 1933. 

The former Anglo-Iranian Oil Company had an annual budget 
larger than the budget ef the Iranian Government and possessed a 
much larger import-export turnover. It intervened in the internal 
politics of Iran; it had a hand in the Majlis elections and the 
formation of cabinets. All this was for the sake of securing for 
itself the highest possible income from the resources it controlled. 
By expansion of its organization in the interior of the country, by 
the encouragement it gave to administrative corruption in Govern- 
ment departments and by the unlawful support it extended certain 
journalists or political groups, it had in reality created an imperium 
in imperio which gradually undermined the independence of the 
Iranian nation. The people of Iran had no choice, if they were to 
safeguard their future happiness and to secure their political integ- 
rity, but to put an end to the usurpations of the former company. 

Given the conception we hold of our duty and of the duty of 
others towards us, it must be plain why we will not be coerced, by 
foreign governments or by international authorities. Under pressure 
we will not take action and will not engage in negotiations affecting 
our internal affairs. To do so would not only constitute admission 
that we ate not a sovereign and equal nation, but would eventually 
be fatal to our independence. 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL'S SUBVERSIVE 
LIST WORTHLESS COURT RULES 


The United States Court of Appeals, August 22, reversed a lower 
Court’s perjury conviction of William Remington, former govern- 
ment economist. In that unanimous decision three distinguished 
jurists, Chief Judge Thomas W. Swan and Judges Augustus N. 
Hand and Learned Hand, said concerning the Attorney General's 
subversive list, which has been used of late against Methodist 
Bishops and others: 

“Over defense objections the prosecutor was permitted to make 
numerous references to the Attorney General’s list of subversive 
organizations during the defendant's cross-examination. This was 
error, for the list is a purely hearsay declaration by the Attorney 
General, and could have no probative value in the trial of this 
defendant. It has no competency to prove the subversive character 
of the listed assoctations and, fatling that, it could have no conceiu- 
able tendency to prove the defendant's alleged perjury even if it 
UGG shown that he belonged to some or all of the organizations 
listed.” 

This decision undergirds the Supreme Court decision last May 
which ruled against the government and in favor of the right of 
the Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee, the National Council of 
American-Soviet Friendship and the International Workers Order 


™to test by suit the listing by the Attorney General. 


M.F.S.A. voted unanimously at Evanston: 

“It is a denial of our democracy to list organizations as ‘subver- 
sive’ without their having opportunity of defending themselves. We 
rejoice in the recent decision of the U. S. Supreme Court handed 
down in May, 1951, holding that the Attorney General could not 
constitutionally put an organization on his so-called ‘subversive’ list 
without a hearing.” 

The Un-American Committee and others (like the Attorney Gen- 
eral under Presidential directive) have been equally guilty of creat- 
ing punitive “blacklists” without hearings or due process—against 
which church and other civic groups have spoken in the past and 
the courts have now wielded a powerful blow. 

(Note: Our friends inquire from time to time whether M.E.S.A. 
is among the numerous organizatiens listed” by the Attorney General 
or by the House Un-American Activities Committee. The answer is 
No. As the House Committee’s Chairman, Rep: John Wood of 
Georgia, stated this year in a letter to Rev. Edgar Wahlberg, M.F.S.A. 
Vice Presi Zi ae 

“This Committee has made no investigation of the Methodist 
Federation for Social Service or its successor, the Methodist Federa- 
tion for Social Action, and therefore is unable to furnish you 
information in regard to that organization.” ) Sa ae 


BEHIND THE HEADLINES 


Since our national meeting there has appeared behind the head- 
lines the global pattern of our foreign policy, showing clearly that 
it moves in the opposite direction to that set forth in the Evanston 
Program. That program points to negotiation, conciliation, mutual 
understanding with the Soviet Union and universal disarmament as 
the way to a warless world. The course of our government has been 
increased armament and rearmament, reiteration of dictation instead 
of negotiation, diplomacy based on force. ‘ 


First came the Japanese Treaty as part of the foundation of a 
Pacific Pact, with China, India, Burma and the Soviet Union left 
out. The deadly addition was our bi-lateral pact creating a re-armed 
occupied Japan, cancelling the constitutional clause which made her 
the first nation to thus renounce war. te 


Followed the Conference of Ministers which included Greece and 
Turkey, 1000 miles away, in the N,A.T.O. (North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization), thus, as the London Times noted, contributing 
“between 600,000 and 750,000 men already under arms.” Also it 
was agreed to take in Italy, first revising her peace treaty to remove 
the restriction on her armed forces. Our attempt to include Franco 
and to create a European Army with West German contingents was 
too much for some of the other nations. But these matters are being 
pursued in more limited circles. In our latest Foreign Aid Bill 
$100,000,000 is earmarked for Franco and air bases are being built 
in Spain. , 


Now comes our proposal to break the British-Egyptian deadlock 
by replacing the British occupation of the Suez Canal Zone with a 
“Middle East Command” composed of the U. S., Great Britain, 
France, Turkey and Egypt. This ties in with the string of air bases 
we are building across North Africa of which, one correspondent 
writes, the American people have heard practically nothing. 


Add the previous move for an all American “defense” pact, 
stalled by our attempt to make an attack on our forces anywhere in 
the world a ground for common action, and the global design of 
Our war preparations is complete. Also plain is its multiplication of 
opportunities for some unforeseen incident which will bring into 
action the military maxim that the best defense is offense. 


These pacts are really military alliances dressed up in a new 
cloak of fine phrases about defense and a free world which distort 
the facts almost beyond recognition. They cannot be defended as 
regional agreements under the U. N. That was started to provide 
neutral ground where those of differing systems could adjust dis- 
agreements and find common interests. Our pacts organize the 
capitalist part of the world against the socialist sector. The U. N. 
Charter turns to force only when there is a breach of the peace and 
mediation has failed. The pact policy is to use the threat of force to 
compel surrender to our diplomatic demands. Truman recently told 
his press conference he would negotiate with the Soviet Union in 
any area only when we had sufficient force to secure agreement. 


This policy-does more than divide the world into two armed 
camps. It seeks to create a world grouping outside the U. N. whose 
activities undermine the base of that organization. It plays into the 
hands of those for whom the magazine Life spoke when it pro- 


claimed the “Way to Peace” as “undertaking to rid the world of 


our enemy, the Soviet Communist system . . . with the full intent 
to win the struggle . . . rather than the present deceitful and impos- 


sible intent to co-exist... .” 


Inside the U. N. our policy of reliance upon force operates to 
subvert that organization from its basic principles. By us, without 
investigation or mediation in the incidents cited, it was led to put 
its flag over a full scale war whose consequences are yet unmeasured. 
Lately the correspondents are using the term U. N. more, but the 
decisions are made in Washington and voiced by Truman, Bradley 


and Ridgway. 


To this policy of reliance upon force much official religious sup- 


pot has been given and more is sought. Truman wants a declara- 
tion from the leaders of the great world religions. His latest (Wake 
Forest College) speech turns to the Bible’ for aid. For ‘the nation to 
escape the historic consequences of deceptive self righteousness more 
is required of prophetic religion than resolutions on needed action. 
Line upon line, precept upon precept, from all of history, _from 
every moving event, enough of the people to change” the policy of 
reliance upon force have to be shown that it is the opposite of the 
principles proclaimed by the great prophets of Israel and the Ser- 
mon on the Mount, and that it can lead only to disaster. Heese 
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“FOR FEAR" 
W. W. REID 


Two centuries ago, the French philosopher, Baron de Montes- 
quieu, told his fellow countrymen, “As virtue is necessary in a 
republic, and honor in a monarchy, fear is required in a despotism. 
As for virtue, it is not at all necessary in a despotism, and honor 
would be dangerous there.’ 


The despot knows that he can remain in power only so long as 
men fear him. And that fear keeps men in mental and spiritual 
jails as well as in physical dungeons. Fear stabs to death invention, 
and art, and discovery, and the humanities: under what despotism 
did any great human enlightenment come? Fear paralyzes human 
endeavor; all progress comes to a standstill; the leaders of thought 
slink back from the front ranks. Did not Galileo “recant” his own 
scientific discoveries “for fear”? Did not some churchmen in Europe 
forsake their beliefs not too many years ago “for fear” (others suf- 
fering jail and death rather than deny their beliefs)? Are not some 
scientists in communist lands today reported betraying their own 
sciences ‘for fear’’? 


It is because of this paralyzing and deadening power of fear that I 
am concerned with the wide range of regimenting men and women 
into “right thinking” that is accompanying the hysterical anti-com- 
munist campaign in the United States. Men and women—some of 
them leaders in government, in education, in the arts—are being 
forced by well-meaning fellow-citizens to suppress their beliefs, to 
soften their speech, to cease their delving into topics vital to our 
national and world life “for fear.” For fear of what? For fear of 
being stigmatized as “communists,’ as “reds,” as “parlor (or 
church) pinks,’ as “fellow travellers,’ as “followers of the party 
line.” Almost any expression of an opinion that does not “line up 
true” with current American average public opinion is sure to be 
labelled subversive (or worse) by someone. And he who is so 
labelled is—law to the contrary notwithstanding—guilty until he 
can. prove his innocence (not too easy a matter in our hysterical 
frame of mind). 


If you think I am exaggerating the danger in America, turn back 
a few weeks ago to a survey of colleges and universities, made by 
no less a sane paper than the New York Times, showing a. drying 
up of political and social discussions and study on-the nation’s cam- 
puses “for fear of reprisal or criticism.” It is just likely that some 
of these studies are what the nation most needs at this critical junc- 
ture of its history! The articles, written by a scholar in the field, 
state that in academic circles, because of current feelings, there is 
an atmosphere, of “censorship, wariness, caution, and inhibition,” 
overshadowing students and professors alike. It is shown in many 
ways, among them: “shying away, both physically and intellectually, 
from an association with the words ‘liberal,’ ‘peace, ‘freedom,’ and 
from classmates of a liberal stripe’; and by a “reluctance to handle 
current unpopular concepts, even in classroom work, where they 
may be part of a study program.” 


And what about the Christian church in America? You answer 
these questions: Have any clergymen retreated from their liberalism 
“for fear’ when “pink fringes’ (or even deeper dyed ones) have 
been mentioned? Have any superintendents or any pastoral relations 
committees questioned or “cautioned” any minister about his ideas 
on social or political issues? or suggested that he disaffiliate himself 
from some “mentioned” group? Has any clergyman toned down his 
sermon in order not to arouse some vigilant official, or not to 
counter some current community feeling? 


Fear can paralyze a people—and kill them. 2 
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STOP THE SLAUGHTER IN KOREA! 


War's Futility Shown 


Reported American casualties in Korea are now over 90,000— 
and rising every day. These casualties already bring the Korean 
“incident” or “police action’ into the category of a major war. 
Korean and Chinese casualties are much higher. Korea itself, which 
South Koreans, North Koreans, Americans, Chinese, and other 
foreigners are fighting to “liberate,” is a shambles: its families on 
all sides bereaved, its farms laid waste, its industries ruined. 

When has history afforded clearer proof of the futility and 
immorality of war—or of the rightness of the unequivocal peace 
stand taken by M.F.S.A. consistently, or by The Methodist Church 
in its last General Conference? The times demand at least an 
equally positive and forthright peace stand by the next General 
Conference in April. What stand do your General Conference dele- 
gates plan? 

Let the Christian Church here and across the world launch a 
crusade for the abolition in our time of war! 


Needed: A New Abolitionism 


In the middle of the 18th Century, our American forefathers 
launched a great Revolution, still raging in many disinherited areas, 
for the abolition of feudalism and colonialism. In the middle of the 
19th Century another great abolition movement swept over our 
land—supported, in part, by churchmen. In the middle of this 20th 
Century let us join another great abolition movement, supported by 
increasing millions throughout the world, for the final abolition of 
war. Who can say what vistas of abundance and social progress will 
unfold—what good gifts a loving Father will bestow on His chil- 
dren of all nations—if enough of us give enough to make that cru- 
sade succeed in our time! 

Korean war and war economy bring exorbitant profits to the few, 
but reduced living standards for the many—as we documented in 
the January Bulletin’s factual analysis of post-Korean inflation and 
profiteering. 


Does War Defend Liberty? 


The cold and hot war for “freedom” and the “free world” has 
brought the sharpest attacks on our cherished freedoms—as docu- 
mented in the March Bulletin’s detailed analysis of the status of 
our democratic rights, and as showa by the subsequent annual 
report of the American Civil Liberties Union. On July 4th, 111 
citizens of 112 interviewed by a conservative newspaper’s reporter 
in Madison, Wisconsin, refused to sign a statement of agreement 
with excerpts from the Bill of Rights and the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, not recognizing those documents and fearing they would 
be called “subversive” or “communist” for supporting them. How 
war-fostered fear and hysteria have undermined free expression! 


War and Morals 


The shocking and numerous official revelations of corruption and 
dishonesty in and out of Washington, in and out of local and 
federal governments, in and out of West Point and other institu- 
tions of learning, surely suggest that the war in Korea (like war 
anywhere) has had anything but a salutary effect on moral 
standards. 

What further evidence do churchmen need that war in our time 
should be abolished, and that war in Korea should be ended? 

Last spring General Ridgway declared that peace at the 38th 
parallel would represent victory for the United Nations. Secretary~ 
Acheson told Congress in early June we would gain our military 
objectives by stopping at the 38th parallel. The informed, conserva- 
tive Alsop brothers revealed in their August 15 New York Herald 
Tribune column that the National Security Council had decided in 
April to accept armistice at the 38th parallel. June 23, on the first 
anniversary of the Korean war, after it appeared that peace at the 
38th parallel was acceptable to the Americans, Mr. Malik of the 
U.S.S.R. proposed just that, in a U.N. radio broadcast. Mr. Malik 
stressed the need for “peaceful settlement of the Korean question. 
The Soviet peoples believe that as a first step discussions should be 
started between the -belligerents for a cease-fire and an armistice 
providing for the mutual withdrawal of forces from the 38th 
Parallel.” Trygve Lie backed the Malik proposal; and it was 
accepted by our government, and by the Chinese and North Koreans. 
On this basis, the Korean armistice negotiations were begun. 


“Why No Korean Armistice? 


Why has no Korean armistice yet been concluded in these over 
three months of negotiations? Why have the negotiations. been 
accompanied (and threatened) by a large, bitter, costly U.S.-U.N. 
offensive into North Korea—at the expense of many lives and heavy 
casualties on both sides? ' 


jee 


A Change in American Policy 

One reason—and perhaps a decisive one—is that our representa- 
tives and leaders (including both Ridgway and Acheson) have 
gone back on their policy statements of last March and June, Their 
present tougher and more belligerent position is to reject armistice 
at the 38th parallel, and insist on a line further to the north of that 
old political boundary between North and South Korea. 


Suppose Our Opponents Had Changed 


But suppose the shoe were on the other foot, Suppose, in the 
midst of negotiations, leaders on the other side had changed their 
tune, had begun to demand a settlement south of the old border, 
and had launched (in the midst of peace negotiations) a huge and 
costly offensive (like theirs of a year ago which drove the Mac- 
Arthur forces out of North Korea and deep into South Korea) to 
conquer or occupy Southern territory—at the cost of heavy and 
continuous casualties for our side as well as theirs. 


Why the 38th Parallel? 


Is it not clear that an armistice which both sides can regard as 
honorable can only be achieved on the basis of the old boundary— 
the 38th Parallel? Is it not clear that any other basis must represent 
defeat for one side or the other? True, armistice at the 38th Parallel 
would mean defeat for the efforts of the North Koreans last year to 
unify Korea by military force, as also for the past and present pro- 
posals made by Mr. Syngman Rhee to do the same thing—primarily 
through the use of heavily-equipped intervening troops from the 
U.S.A. But does not armistice at the 38th Parallel alone give assur- 
ance that both sides now accept the principle that Korea’s unifica- 
tion should come peacefully rather than violently, by agreement 
rather than by conquest? 

The costly Korean war could end tomorrow, and the overdue job 
of Korean rehabilitation begin if our government would agree 
today, as last spring, to end the Korean war honorably where it 
began—on the 38th Parallel. 

This is what Colorado’s Senator Edwin Johnson asked in his 
Senate Resolution supported by the Oregon Annual Conference, 
and by the M.F.S.A. Executive Committee last spring. It is what 
the M.F.S.A. Membership Meeting at Evanston asked, by unanimous 
vote. It is what General Ridgway supported last March, and what 
Secretary Acheson supported in June. It is at the heart of the Malik 
proposal accepted by both sides as the basis for armistice 
negotiations. 

Your comments on this position are welcome. If you agree, if 
you want the Korean slaughter ended now rather than later, why 
not let President Truman and Secretary Acheson know? 


Some Questions for Our Leaders 


And there may be other questions which socially-concerned 
churchmen could direct to our leaders. Have our leaders now 
embraced the policies which they earlier rejected in General Mac- 
Arthur, as threatening the holocaust of world war? Why have our 
planes, in this recent period of negotiations, bombed Rashin, the 
town only 18 miles from the Soviet border which General Mac- 
Arthur was specifically forbidden to bomb lest it provoke or 
frighten the Soviet Union into full military participation in the 
conflict? Why was General Emmett O’Donnell, an advocate of 
bombing China, sent back to Korea to head the Far Eastern Bomber 
Command? Why, in the midst of negotiations for peace, did our 
forces launch the provocative land offensive and air operations 
deeper into North Korea (and also admittedly in the very vicinity 
of the truce talks), and the bitter, costly fighting for “Heartbreak 
Ridge” and other North Korean ridges? Can churchmen accept the 
recent explanation of Admiral Joy that such slaughter is necessary 
to keep our troops from getting too soft? : 

It is said that in the mountainous territory in North Korea, 
recently occupied by our troops at such high cost in human life, 
there are valuable tungsten, wolfram, and manganese deposits 
coveted by our military. If so, does that justify the great slaughter — 
of our boys, and of Chinese and Koreans, necessary to achieve tem- 
porarily these military objectives? It is true, as previously docu- 
mented in the Bulletin, that our Stock Market gets nervous jitters 
with each indication of coming peace in Korea. But is that ample 
reason for continuing the slaughter, with its continuing threat of 
world war? 


The Vatican Ambassadorship Sie 
Is there a relation between ‘thesé .tougher, more belligerent 
policies in Korea and the Prestiehts surprise appointment of Gen- 
eral Mark Clark as first “Ambassador to the .Vatican? Does this 
appointment represent not only a violation of solemn p 
to Prote leaders, and not only a violation of our hi 
tion of church and state, but a serious step in the direction 
would be trumpeted as Holy War? Have you, your cht 
or your Federation Chapter let the President 
know your attitude on this appointment to 
have to come before the Senate for confirm: 
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